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best antidote to high crime, juvenile 
crime that occurs in the afternoons 
after school. It is a no-brainer. We 
know if kids are kept occupied after 
school, it keeps them out of trouble. 
We have seen these programs work. We 
have seen that juvenile crime occurs 
between 3 and 6 p.m. If children are en-
gaged in stimulating activity after 
school, it helps. 

President Clinton and the Democrats 
have been trying to ensure that the 1 
million children who are waiting for 
afterschool programs, in fact, get after-
school programs. After reading press 
reports, I am glad to report to my col-
leagues that this looks as if it is on the 
way. However, we still have a major 
disagreement on school construction. I 
have seen some of our schools that are 
falling apart. Again, I hope we can 
reach agreement on this crucial issue. 

The two candidates for President 
have been arguing over education. The 
good news is that education is the 
topic of the day. It is important, when 
we realize we have to import people to 
come into this country to take the 
high-tech jobs, and what a tragedy it is 
that our young people are not trained. 
So education is key. 

Of course, there is an argument be-
tween the two candidates on whether 
or not education should be a national 
priority, which is Vice President 
GORE’s view, or Governor Bush’s view 
that really the National Government 
should not get very involved. This is a 
key distinction. 

I side with Dwight Eisenhower, a Re-
publican President, who said it is cru-
cial to our national defense to have 
education as a top priority and to 
make sure that our young people are 
educated in math, science, and reading, 
everything they have to know—even in 
those days before high tech. I think 
Vice President GORE is correct. 

There is also a flap over some claims 
that the Texas students were doing 
really well. It turns out that the inde-
pendent Rand report issued just yester-
day says, in fact, those Texas students 
were not tested with national tests. If 
one looks at the national tests, they 
are just not making it. Clearly, this 
education issue is going to go on. 

I come here as a member of the For-
eign Relations Committee to talk 
about another issue, a very important 
issue, and that is an issue that is being 
debated in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee right now. I am not on the par-
ticular subcommittees that are holding 
this hearing, but it seems to me the 
hearing going on about U.S.-Russia 
policy in 1995 are really aimed at try-
ing to take a hit at Vice President 
GORE. 

It is interesting that Republican offi-
cials who are speaking up 2 weeks be-
fore the election never even talked 
about the agreement that came out of 
those meetings in 1995. They did not 
talk about them for 5 years, but 2 

weeks before an election they are out 
there trying to hurt the Vice Presi-
dent. This is politics at its very worst. 

Frankly, what we ought to be talking 
about is foreign policy in the years 2000 
and 2001 in this century because some 
of the comments made by Governor 
Bush and his advisers are raising all 
kinds of alarms throughout the world. 
It is important that they be put on the 
table. These remarks have to do with 
the U.S. policy in the Balkans. Advis-
ers to Governor Bush have followed up 
on his statements he made in the last 
debate that if he was elected President, 
he would negotiate for the removal of 
all U.S. peacekeeping troops from the 
Balkans. As one can imagine, this an-
nouncement has set off alarms in cap-
itals of our European allies who rightly 
believe that such a policy would weak-
en and divide NATO. 

One of the things that alarmed me 
about Governor Bush’s comments was 
he said our military is really there to 
fight wars and win wars, not to keep 
the peace; that is our role. That puts 
our people in a very difficult position 
because if, in fact, we have a situation 
where suddenly our military is no 
longer involved in peacekeeping but 
only in fighting, then I think our 
NATO allies will say: OK, you do the 
fighting, we will do the peacekeeping. 
And it means that our troops will be in 
harm’s way and our pilots will be in 
harm’s way. This is a great concern to 
me. 

According to today’s New York 
Times, Lord Robertson, the NATO Sec-
retary General, has regularly told vis-
iting American Congressmen that the 
Bush proposal could undermine the 
whole idea of risk sharing, which is 
precisely the glue that holds our alli-
ance together. 

The Washington Post quotes one Eu-
ropean Ambassador saying: 

If the U.S. says it will not perform certain 
tasks, then the basic consensus of ‘‘all for 
one and one for all’’ begins to unravel. . . . 
The integrated military command could fall 
apart and so would [our] alliance. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a unanimous consent 
request? 

Mrs. BOXER. I will be happy to yield 
as long as I do not lose time and do not 
lose my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENZI. I thank the Senator from 
California. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—THE CONTINUING RESO-
LUTION 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that at 4:30 p.m. today, 
provided that the Senate has received 
the papers, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the 1-day continuing 
resolution, and no amendments or mo-
tions be in order, and that the Senate 

proceed to an immediate vote on final 
passage of the joint resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object, I just want to find out if this 
was cleared on our side. 

Mr. ENZI. This was cleared on both 
sides. 

Mrs. BOXER. Then I have no objec-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ENZI. In light of this agreement, 
the first vote today will occur at 4:30 
p.m. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend. 

f 

POLITICS AND ELECTIONS 

Mrs. BOXER. Let me take us back 
from before the unanimous consent re-
quest was made and kind of summarize 
where I was going. 

We had a statement by Governor 
Bush. The statement was that he want-
ed to see all of those peacekeeping 
troops come home from the Balkans. 
He said we should not be involved in 
peacekeeping, only in fighting. As a 
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, I am concerned and clearly our 
NATO allies are concerned. Lord Rob-
ertson, the NATO Secretary General, 
again, has said this could undermine 
our relationship with our NATO alli-
ance. 

The Washington Post says one Euro-
pean Ambassador was quoted as saying: 
If the U.S. says it will not perform cer-
tain tasks, then the basic consensus of 
NATO begins to unravel. 

Now, I remember being very sur-
prised, because I was at the second de-
bate, when Governor Bush made the 
point that we were carrying the load in 
the Balkans in terms of the peace-
keeping troops. I knew that was incor-
rect. The fact is, American troops are 
no more than 20 percent of the total. 
American aid represents no more than 
20 percent of what is being provided to 
Bosnia and Kosovo. 

I would hate to see us walk away 
from peacekeeping and tell everyone 
we are the fighters; and then have our 
allies say: OK, you do the fighting; we 
do the peacekeeping. It is of great con-
cern to me. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD 
some editorials that have been written 
on this subject by the New York Times, 
the Washington Post, and USA Today. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torials were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 24, 2000] 
RISKING NATO 

Gov. George W. Bush wants a new ‘‘division 
of labor’’ within NATO, the U.S.-European 
alliance that has helped keep the peace for 
the past half-century. His proposal would 
more likely lead to a division of NATO 
itself—to the end of the alliance. 
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Mr. Bush hinted at this view before, with 

his denunciation of U.S. ‘‘nation-building’’ in 
the Balkans, but it was his national security 
adviser, Condoleezza Rice, who spelled out 
exactly what he means in a New York Times 
interview published Saturday. Ms. Rice said 
that America’s allies in Europe should fur-
nish the ground troops for missions such as 
peacekeeping in Kosovo and Bosnia, while 
the United States should offer ‘‘the kind of 
support we can provide, such as air power.’’ 
In other words: You Europeans take all the 
risks while we hover safety above the fray. 
No allies would long accept such a deal, nor 
should they be expected to. 

The proposal is particularly misguided 
given that European allies already are bear-
ing the brunt of peacekeeping duties in the 
Balkans. They provide about four-fifths of 
needed troops. The United States has de-
ployed some 11,000 troops in Kosovo and Bos-
nia, less than one percent of its active duty 
force. For the United States, this is a win- 
win situation: Its policy is implemented, but 
the burden of implementation is widely 
shared. Under Ms. Rice’s proposal, which was 
officially endorsed by Bush campaign head-
quarters, the United States would lose its 
ability to steer policy, risk the world’s most 
successful alliance—and very likely inherit a 
far larger burden once the Balkans erupted 
again. 

The Clinton Administration has picked an 
unfortunate argument in response. Secretary 
of State Madeleine Albright, again to the 
Times, said that even raising the issue was 
dangerous to U.S. interests. This recalls the 
Gore-Lieberman campaign’s contention that 
Mr. Bush’s criticism of U.S. military readi-
ness is dangerous because it comforts U.S. 
enemies. This effort to squelch debate is pre-
posterous; these are precisely the kinds of 
issues that should be aired in a campaign. 

The more sensible response would be to 
point out that the Clinton-Gore policies 
seems to be having an effect. The Balkans 
are at peace; democracy is sprouting almost 
everywhere; even the apparently invulner-
able Slobodan Milosevic has been knocked 
from his perch. Of course many problems re-
main, the gains are fragile and, yes, U.S. 
troops will be needed for some time. But 
surely helping democracy take root through-
out Europe is worth the modest price of that 
modest deployment. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 24, 2000] 
NO TIME FOR A BALKAN EXIT 

Sharp contrasts emerged over the weekend 
in the way the Bush and Gore campaigns 
view America’s proper military role in Eu-
rope. The debate began when Condoleezza 
Rice, one of Gov. George W. Bush’s leading 
foreign policy advisers, told The Times’s Mi-
chael Gordon that a Bush administration 
would ask European members of NATO to 
gradually take over full responsibility for 
providing peacekeeping forces for Bosnia and 
Kosovo. Vice President Gore countered that 
carrying out such a policy could destabilize 
the Balkans and jeopardize the future of 
NATO, America’s most important military 
alliance. 

Debates over how and where United States 
military forces should be stationed are a 
healthy part of presidential contests. Ms. 
Rice’s proposal is consistent with the Bush 
campaign’s view that extended peacekeeping 
missions degrade the combat readiness of 
American military forces and that the Pen-
tagon should concentrate its resources on 
preparing for crises where Washington alone 
has the might to deter, and, if necessary, 
combat aggression, whether in the Persian 

Gulf, the Korean Peninsula or a future mili-
tary conflict in Europe. 

But on the specifics of America’s role in 
the Balkans, Ms. Rice’s proposal is mis-
guided for several reasons. The job of secur-
ing peace in Bosnia and Kosovo is far from 
complete. The American share of the peace-
keeping has already been substantially re-
duced. Finally, the NATO alliance has been 
built on a concept of shared risk that is in-
consistent with a total withdrawal of Amer-
ican ground forces from Balkan peace-
keeping. 

It is true that military conditions in Bos-
nia are now more stable than they were when 
NATO troops were first introduced five years 
ago and that the situation in Kosovo has also 
improved in the year since Serbian forces 
withdrew. But in neither place is there yet 
enough security for displaced refugees to re-
turn to their homes or for elections to take 
place without the risk of physical intimida-
tion. The departure of Slobodan Milosevic 
from Yugoslavia’s presidency creates new 
opportunities for easing tensions in both 
Bosnia and Kosovo, provided local trouble-
makers can be kept in check. That will re-
quire a continued strong NATO presence. 

The Clinton administration, meanwhile, 
has done a good job of insisting that Amer-
ica’s share of peacekeeping responsibilities 
be steadily reduced. There are now only 
11,400 American troops in the Balkans, about 
one-fifth of the NATO total. When NATO 
first went into Bosnia, about a third of its 
60,000 troops were Americans. Balkan peace-
keeping costs account for just over 1 percent 
of the Pentagon’s $280 billion budget, leaving 
more than enough for military needs else-
where. 

Asking Europe to accept a total with-
drawal of American ground forces from the 
Balkans needlessly challenges some of the 
basic assumptions of the Western military 
alliance. NATO was formed not just to 
counter Soviet bloc military threats. It was 
also designed to eliminate some of the his-
toric military rivalries in Europe that led to 
two world wars. NATO provides a framework 
for European and American forces to cooper-
ate in joint operations under a single overall 
commander—traditionally an American. Eu-
rope cannot be expected to accept an alli-
ance in which Washington exercises political 
and military leadership but does not subject 
its own forces to any of the risks of ground 
operations. The Bush campaign is right when 
it insists that the United States must be se-
lective in where it stations ground forces. 
But the Balkans is not the place to cut back. 

[From the USA Today, Oct. 24, 2000] 

BUSH TAKES UNWISE STEP AWAY FROM 
PEACEKEEPING 

TODAY’S DEBATE: U.S. AND EUROPE 

OUR VIEW: FOR THE U.S. TO LEAD NATO, IT MUST 
PARTICIPATE 

Most Americans want to see their country 
as a world leader, but they are 
unenthusiastic about the human and finan-
cial costs of doing what may be necessary to 
lead. So it’s no surprise that both presi-
dential candidates have treaded carefully on 
defining America’s future role in peace-
keeping. 

But during the weekend, the Bush cam-
paign refined its position in a way that’s 
likely to win votes while weakening the 
United States’ leadership role in Europe. 

In a proposal that plays into the public’s 
ambivalence, George W. Bush’s senior na-
tional security aide, Condoleezza Rice, sug-
gested that a Bush administration would tell 

NATO that Europeans should take over 
peacekeeping in the Balkans. The U.S. would 
focus instead on potential trouble spots 
where it alone can act, she said, such as the 
Persian Gulf and the Taiwan Straits. 

Her remarks were an effort to flesh out 
Bush’s repeated theme that U.S. forces 
should focus on the ability to fight wars, not 
what he derides as ‘‘nation building.’’ It’s ap-
pealing logic to a country that has never 
been enthusiastic about long-term foreign 
commitments. But it is rooted in the dubious 
assumption that the United States can effec-
tively lead NATO, the West’s primary de-
fense alliance, without being a full player. 

Both the recent history of the Balkans and 
the longer-term history of Europe say that is 
shortsighted. 

The tragedy of post-Cold War Europe in 
the ’90s was that our allies were unable to 
deal with chaos, ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’ and the 
serious threat of an expanding war on their 
doorstep until the United States belatedly 
got involved. In both Bosnia and Kosovo, Eu-
ropean governments squabbled among them-
selves until the United States finally agreed 
to share some of the risk on the ground. The 
ethnic cleansing was curtailed without a sin-
gle U.S. casualty. 

Today, Americans comprise less than 20% 
of the Bosnia-Kosovo peacekeeping force, a 
contribution former NATO commander Wes-
ley Clark calls the bare minimum if the 
United States wants to have any influence 
on NATO actions there. If the United States 
were to pull out, the record suggest it would 
be naive to expect Europe to respond mean-
ingfully to the next Bosnia or Kosovo. 

The deeper risk extends beyond the Bal-
kans to the overall U.S. role in NATO. Since 
NATO’s formation in the wake of World War 
II, it has served to quiet the continent’s 
longstanding rivalries. Weakening U.S. lead-
ership would set off a counterproductive race 
to fill the gap, with unfavorable con-
sequences for U.S. interests. 

A core part of the Bush argument is that 
the armed forces are too stretched to man-
age peacekeeping and prepare for war effec-
tively. But the U.S. deployment to the Bal-
kans is less than 10% of our military in Eu-
rope, and the cost is scarcely 1% of the Pen-
tagon budget. Whatever shortcomings there 
may be in defense readiness or troop morale, 
blaming them on Balkans peacekeeping de-
fies logic. 

Vice President Gore, who played a central 
role in the Clinton administration’s policy in 
the Balkans, accused Bush of a ‘‘lack of judg-
ment and a complete misunderstanding of 
history.’’ 

Expecting Europe to act decisively on its 
own or to accept U.S. leadership without at 
least token U.S. involvement in the field is 
sadly unrealistic. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to read a 
little bit from those editorials when I 
can find my glasses, which is an impor-
tant thing. Here they are. When I start-
ed out in politics, I did not need these 
reading glasses. So that shows you how 
long I have been around. 

This is from the Washington Post: 
The Balkans are at peace; democracy is 

sprouting almost everywhere; even the ap-
parently invulnerable Slobodan Milosevic 
has been knocked from his perch. Of course, 
many problems remain, the gains are fragile 
and, yes, U.S. troops will be needed for some 
time. But surely helping democracy take 
root throughout Europe is worth the modest 
price of that modest deployment [of peace-
keeping troops]. 
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The New York Times says that 

George Bush’s adviser’s proposal is 
misguided. That is the proposal to say 
that we will no longer participate in 
peacekeeping. 

The job of securing peace in Bosnia and 
Kosovo is far from complete. The American 
share of the peacekeeping has already been 
substantially reduced. Finally, the NATO al-
liance has been built on a concept of shared 
risk that is inconsistent with a total with-
drawal of American ground forces from Bal-
kan peacekeeping. 

Now, we know that America’s share, 
they say, of peacekeeping responsibil-
ities is steadily reducing. 

There are now only 11,400 American troops 
in the Balkans, about one-fifth of the NATO 
total. When NATO first went into Bosnia, 
about a third of its 60,000 troops were Ameri-
cans. Balkan peacekeeping costs [are only] 1 
percent of the Pentagon’s . . . budget. . . . 

Asking Europe to accept a total with-
drawal of American ground forces from the 
Balkans needlessly challenges some of the 
basic assumptions of [our] western military 
alliance. 

Our Western military alliance has 
served us well. Why would we now— 
when we see the tinderbox over in the 
Middle East—come up with a plan that 
would shake up our allies, that would 
worry our friends? This is the time not 
to make those kinds of proposals. And 
those proposals themselves are dan-
gerous for the world. 

I will also quote from USA Today. So 
you are seeing a whole number of news-
papers coming out against this Bush 
plan. 

They say: 
The deeper risk extends beyond the Bal-

kans to the overall U.S. role in NATO. Since 
NATO’s formation in the wake of World War 
II, it has served to quiet the continent’s 
longstanding rivalries. Weakening U.S. lead-
ership would set off a counterproductive race 
to fill the gap, with unfavorable con-
sequences for U.S. interests. 

I have to believe this kind of a pol-
icy—either it was not thought out or it 
is a radical departure from what has 
worked for us not only through the 
cold war but after the cold war. Gov-
ernor Bush says we can’t do all this 
alone. And I agree with him; we can’t 
do all this alone. But the bizarre thing 
is, he is pulling us out of a situation— 
or would want to, if he were Presi-
dent—where we are only about 20 per-
cent of the force. This is an example of 
the way we ought to integrate all of 
the responsibilities of the various al-
lies. I find it amazing that this policy 
would come up at this time when we 
have the world in such a precarious po-
sition as we look at what is happening 
in the Middle East. 

So in any event, in closing, I will 
make these points in two areas: edu-
cation and foreign policy. 

I think there are some interesting 
new developments the American people 
ought to look at. One, we have a can-
didate for President, who is the Gov-
ernor of Texas, who is using Texas as 
the model. We just learned that Texas 

is almost dead last as a place people 
would want to raise their children. 
That is an unbiased report that came 
out. We have a Rand study, which is a 
study that Bush himself has cited, 
which says these kids in Texas are sim-
ply not making it. 

We now have this foreign policy fi-
asco. While the Republicans want to 
look at what went on in 1995 between 
Russia and America, we now realize 
that what we ought to be looking at is 
this latest proposal by Governor Bush, 
and to try to debunk it, that would say 
we ought to pull our peacekeeping 
troops out, that America should not 
even have a role in peacekeeping. It is 
rattling our NATO allies. 

Again, NATO has served us well. 
Why? Because we all cooperate and we 
work together and we come up with 
plans together. And to have this, if you 
will, ‘‘Molotov cocktail’’ from George 
Bush just thrown out—unprovoked—to 
shake up our NATO allies, and say, 
‘‘We are not going to do peacekeeping; 
we are going to do fighting,’’ I say to 
this Senate that I do not like that divi-
sion of responsibilities, where America 
does all the fighting and our NATO al-
lies do the peacekeeping. 

I do not like shaking up our allies at 
this time. I think it shows a certain 
recklessness, a certain lack of experi-
ence, a certain misunderstanding of 
history of what it has been like for us 
to build these alliances. As a member 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, I 
am very concerned by this proposal. I 
believe it will have a very negative im-
pact. 

I am someone who has fought long 
and hard for burdensharing. I have of-
fered a number of amendments in the 
House and the Senate asserting that it 
is important our allies carry their fair 
share. I will go on record as saying 80 
percent of the troops in the Balkans is 
a fair share; 80 percent of our commit-
ment in the Balkans is being paid by 
the Europeans, 20 percent by the Amer-
icans. That is good. That is a fair 
share. That is working. 

To throw this kind of a proposal out 
there at this time when the Middle 
East is in crisis, when we need our al-
lies at the table, when we need good re-
lationships with our friends, shows a 
certain irresponsibility and riskiness 
upon which the American people are 
not going to look very kindly. And cer-
tainly, while the Foreign Relations 
Committee is beating up on the Vice 
President 2 weeks before an election 
about Russia-United States relations; 
our problem today isn’t Russia-United 
States relations; our problem today is 
trying to do the best we can with our 
allies in the world to end some of these 
tragedies going on in the Middle East, 
to work for a new Yugoslavia that is 
democratic, to make sure we build on 
Madeleine Albright’s seeming success 
in North Korea where, by the way, we 
have 37,000 troops. Maybe my friend 

from Illinois knows this. I did not hear 
any comments about pulling out troops 
from the Koreas, but maybe that is his 
next proposal, where we have kept the 
peace and stability. 

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator from 
California will yield. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DURBIN. She has raised an im-

portant point. Most people would agree 
that the Governor of Texas has limited 
personal exposure and experience when 
it comes to foreign policy issues. That 
does not mean he is disqualified. There 
have been Presidents who have been 
Governors. But we have to judge him 
on what he has said. 

His suggestion of the withdrawal of 
troops in some parts of the world raises 
serious questions as to whether or not 
he has considered the consequences. 
The United States made a commit-
ment, for example, in Europe after 
World War II to stop the spread of com-
munism. It cost the American people 
trillions of dollars. It paid off: 250 years 
later, communism is virtually wiped 
off the map and these countries, the 
Balkans and eastern European coun-
tries, now enjoy democracy and free-
dom. 

There was only one country in the 
world that could do that, and that was 
the United States. We have military 
skill, the great men and women in uni-
form, and we have a reputation of in-
volving ourselves in foreign policy—not 
to come away with any property or 
treasure; we are there to try to pro-
mote the ideals and values of our coun-
try. 

So when Governor Bush suggests 
withdrawing troops in some parts of 
the world, you have to wonder, has he 
really reflected on this? Has he taken 
the time to try to measure why he 
would change policies that even his fa-
ther supported, perhaps President 
Reagan supported, and now he wants to 
change these policies and approaches? 

This is an important element. Thank 
goodness we live in a world that is gen-
erally at peace, but it is a dangerous 
world that at any moment can flare up. 
We need leadership in the White House 
that understands the consequences of 
its actions. 

I salute the Senator from California. 
What we are seeing happen today in 
North Korea—where they are finally 
talking to us; they are finally agreeing 
to perhaps end the missile testing—is a 
very positive development. It is only 
because the United States made a com-
mitment in South Korea with the lives 
of our service men and women and then 
kept troops there to protect it that we 
have reached that point today. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend. 
I ask unanimous consent that Sen-

ator DURBIN be given 5 minutes fol-
lowing the completion of my time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I did not 
hear the request. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask that Senator DUR-
BIN be given 5 minutes when I conclude 
my time. 
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Mr. KYL. I object, Mr. President, on 

the ground that I was going to speak at 
a quarter till. 

Mr. DURBIN. May I make an inquiry 
of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. I want to be fair to my 
colleagues. It was my understanding 
that the Democratic side would have 
the first 25 minutes in morning busi-
ness and then the Republican side. But 
in the interest of my colleagues who 
have given up their own time, I am 
happy to work out an arrangement 
with them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the ob-
jection over adding 5 minutes or taking 
the 5 minutes? 

Mr. KYL. Let me withdraw the objec-
tion. 

Mrs. BOXER. I was just making sure 
that Senator DURBIN would be recog-
nized for the next 5 minutes. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, might I 
withdraw my objection. I did not un-
derstand the Senator’s request. My un-
derstanding was that the minority 
time would have expired about now. I 
understand that is not the case. There-
fore, I do not object to the request of 
the Senator from California to have 
Senator DURBIN speak next. I was hop-
ing to be able to speak before noon, but 
that may not be possible. 

Mr. DURBIN. May I ask for clarifica-
tion? How much time does the Demo-
cratic side have remaining in morning 
business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic side has a little over 24 
minutes. The Republican side has 20 
minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Would the Chair make 
an inquiry of my two Republican col-
leagues as to how long they would like 
to speak. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, if I 
could clarify, it is no big deal. What we 
had was the morning business time di-
vided between Republicans and Demo-
crats. The leader’s time took some of 
that, so we didn’t have enough. We 
ought to share equally what remains. 
Whatever that division is, it ought to 
be divided between the two of us. 

Mrs. BOXER. If I may restate my 
unanimous consent request, under-
standing that we have 24 minutes re-
maining, I would appreciate it if Sen-
ator DURBIN could follow my remarks 
so we have some train of thought. Then 
we can take the next 10 minutes from 
the Republican time, if they would like 
to use it. I don’t think Senator DURBIN 
has a problem; I don’t have a problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. If we would determine ex-
actly the time that is remaining and 
then maybe add to that my oppor-
tunity to speak after Senator DURBIN. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to. 
Mr. KYL. If we could suspend one 

moment. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to do that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, might I ask 

if we could suspend the request for one 
moment. Senator THOMAS is tech-
nically in control of the time on our 
side. He should be the one who under-
stands this request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. When the 
Senator from California finishes, the 
Senator from Illinois will speak for 5 
minutes, followed by the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mrs. BOXER. Out of the 10 minutes I 

originally had, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used her time. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 60 seconds to recap what I said 
before the time goes to Senator DUR-
BIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. We have taken longer 
deciding who is going to talk than we 
have on what we really want to say. I 
will sum up my points today. 

I think two issues are coming to the 
floor in this election. Education is one 
of them. We have the Governor of 
Texas saying his kids in Texas are 
doing great. We learned today that was 
based on a State test, not a national 
test. So that is something we have to 
look at. We have a new study showing 
that Texas is one of the worst places to 
raise a child. That is from another ob-
jective, nonpartisan study. 

Now we have a hearing going on in 
Foreign Relations beating up on Vice 
President GORE for something that 
happened in 1995, when not one Repub-
lican ever complained about it until 2 
weeks before the election, when Gov-
ernor Bush has now made a proposal 
that in essence threw a bomb into 
NATO—figuratively, not literally—and 
our NATO allies are worried and con-
cerned that suddenly we have on the 
table a proposal—not very well thought 
out, in my view—that would dras-
tically change NATO and would say, in 
essence, that the United States will be 
the fighters, someone else will be the 
peacekeepers. 

I think it is more dangerous for our 
people to take that on alone. It is a big 
worry I have. It shows in this sensitive 
time why we need proven, effective, ex-
perienced leadership in the White 
House. We don’t want to have someone 
coming in and throwing this kind of 
proposal into NATO. We need our 
NATO allies now more than ever. We 
have great opportunities for peace in 
the world. We are not going to make 
them come true if we dissect NATO and 
destroy it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, for the 

sake of my colleagues on the floor, 
Senator THOMAS and others, it is my 
understanding that I am to speak for 10 
minutes, and then the Republican side 
will be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest was made for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Five minutes, fine. I 
will confine my remarks to 5 minutes 
in the interest of my patient col-
leagues. After Senator THOMAS and 
Senator KYL, I would like to reclaim 
the Democratic time under morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MAKING TOUGH CHOICES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in 2 
weeks the American people are going 
to face one of the toughest choices 
they have had perhaps in modern mem-
ory. 

This Presidential race is not just a 
choice between two individuals and 
whether, frankly, one has a better 
image on television, or more experi-
ence, or a better speaking voice. It 
comes down to basic questions of val-
ues envisioned for this country. There 
are two contrasting views to be chosen. 
I can recall 4 years ago coming to the 
Senate when the Republicans all lined 
up and said that our economy was in 
such terrible shape, and the Federal 
budget was in such bad shape, we would 
have to amend the Constitution with a 
balanced budget amendment because of 
our deficits. They were so desperate 
they wanted to give the power to the 
Federal courts to stop Congress from 
spending. 

Four years later, look at the dif-
ference. We are not talking about defi-
cits; we are talking about how to spend 
the surplus, and we are talking about 
an economy which, for 8 years, has 
been cooking, creating 22 million new 
jobs. There is more home ownership 
than at any time in our history. Wel-
fare rolls are coming down and crime 
rates are coming down. Opportunities 
for businesses, for minorities, for 
women are unparalleled in our history. 
When you look at advanced placement 
courses in schools, we have more His-
panics and African Americans enrolling 
in them than ever before in our his-
tory. 

America is moving forward, and I am 
glad to say we have been part of it in 
Congress. We can’t take credit for it 
anymore than the President can or 
Alan Greenspan can. It is a joint effort 
of families and businesses across Amer-
ica. But make no mistake, the right 
policy in Washington set the stage for 
this to happen. When President Clinton 
said, ‘‘I am going to make a meaning-
ful effort to reduce the national defi-
cits,’’ frankly, we didn’t get a single 
Republican vote to support us. Not one. 
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